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This time 150 hieh-rankine "Atlanticists” cme. including F. Tk’ v.S. under 


of defense, P. Nitze, the President's special comsultant: ™. litmann. leader of ¢t 
'.5. delegation at the Ceneva talks: General Rogers himeelf: F. Teller. the ror 
“father of the U.S. hydrogen t.umb;” and the de’ ense ministers of a number of Weet 
Furaqvean countries. Their meeting immediately acquired the nature of a verita 


sabbath of witches practising hellish plans. 


The tee to this sabbath was set bv F. Ikle. whe, Vest German television rerproted. 


“expressed himself in favor of achieving military superiority cover the Sowtet 

avd urged Washington's allies to join in the implementarion of SDI. FRO Defenses 
Minstter M. Woerner followed him and “warned NATO of the danger (') of the al! 
engulfing desire to eliminate nuclear armaments.” (1 am quoting bere and subeeaquent ! 


from the AP report). And he immediately “expressed himself in favor of Implement in: 
European program similar io the U.S. ‘star wars’ progran.” 


' 

F. Teller, a fanatical supporter of the “star wars” idea, also verformed hia piece. 
Mvicusly anxious to inspire the rarticipants in this sabbath, THE WASHINCTON Pos] 
reports, on 3 March he boastfully “stated that it is possible ‘quite casilv’ to 


destrov Soviet near-range missiles” “with the aid of a laser reflected from a mirror 
put into space.” 
These bellicose speeches, however, failed to generate enthustaem in West furope, ever 


mone the circles of convinced supporters of military partnership vith the United 
States. Thus in Bonn, addressing a press conference, H. Schaefer, the Free Democrat! 
Party Bundestag faction’s expert on foreign policy, urged the U.S. President to df 
sociate himself from F. Ikle’s statement. H. Scheer, the Social Pewcratic Party of 
Germany Bundestag faction's disarmament expert, ais: protested thie Washington envo 
statement. H. Ehmke, deputy chairman of this same faction, rejected M. Woerner'« 





“furoSDI” proposal and stated that its implementation would be the cause of the further 


buildup of armaments in Europe. 


Votces of protest were also heard in other West European countries. But all this In 
no way embarrasses the Washington “hawks” who are acting increasingly openiv tn the 
role of the main interested party in creating the “furcSDI.” They are now gamblir 
on the West Buropean mi litaryv-'nduetrtal monopolies’ interest in the profits whice 
participation in this business would bring then. 


It is no accident that it was Genere! B. Rogers again whe tin his Interview with 
NEUE OZ OSNABRUCKEP ZEITUNG recalled that a few veare ogo he had sugprested 93 creating 
for research, deve lopment, production, and adoption a “pool of West FPuropean military 
concerns” which could “lead to the point where the United States would purchase the 
necessary combat equipment in (West) Europe at mere favorable prices.” 


In the Chase After Advantagecus Orders 


Promises of thie kind are so to speak balm to the souls of the manufacturers of death 
whe profit frem the arms race. And new the allitarv-itndustrial monopolies of the 
rec. Britain, France, and several other West Furcpeanm states are rushing to develop 
pias to take part in bith the 1.5. SDI and the “EuroSpDI.” 


The FRO sonepolies hive beewn to irvest considerable sums in the appropriate deve lor 
ments. The West German press reports that the Messerecthmitt-Roe lkers-Blem (MAR) 

firm for tnetance, tomether with the Nuernberg firm of (D111), has spent 9175 miition 
om the creation of a high-eneray laser model. MAF {« preparing to spend about retlo0 
million on experimental design developments rights up to the series production of 


thie laser. 








Their French, British, and other competitors are not lagging behind the FRC military- 
industrial firms which are now openly boasting that they hope to obtain advantageous 


orders. 


Detailed information on this score was published in the U.S. magazine AVIATION WEEK AND 
SPACE TECHNOLOGY 16 December 1985. The British firms British Aerospace, CEC, Marconi, 
ond Thorn EMI, the French Matra firm, the Italian strategic technology consortium, which 
has been joined by eight major aerospace and electronic firms, and others are vving with 
each other to offer their services as contractors in SDI and “EuroSDI.” Such are the 
facts confirming tnat “EuroSDI" is nothing but an offshoot of the U.S. “star wars” 
preparation program in whose creation the Pentagon is interested. Phony arguments that 
this design accords with the interests of the consolidation of West Europe's “indepen- 
dence” and virtually opposes SDI are built on sand and are made only as a blind. 


‘In reality the “EuroSDI” is nothing but an attempt to create a new type of weapon and 
therefore to open an additional new channel for the arms race. The implementation of 
this design sharply destabilizes the situation in Europe and will make it uncontrollable 
and will not raise but considerably lower the European countrics’ leve] of security and 
bring the threat of nuclear war nearer. Hence the only correct conclusion: Europe's 
peace-loving forces must redouble their efforts in the struggle against the militariza- 
tion of space, under whatever mask they try to implement it: SDI or “EuroSDI!” 


19365 
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


USSR HITS FRG AGREEMENT ON CONTRIBUTION TO SDI 
Agreement Signed 


LD271758 Moscow TASS in English 1744 GMT 27 Mar 86 


[Text] Washington March 27 TASS -- TASS correspondent Nikolay Turkatenko reports: 
Though the United States and the other NATO countries continue to claim that they are 
seeking to fold up the arms race, the Governments of the USA and West Cermany have 
today signed an agreement in Washington on West Germany's contribution to the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. The agreement was signed by Defense Secretary Caspar 
Weinberger for the American side and economics Minister Martin Bangemmann for West 
Germany. 





West Germany has thus become the third NATO country -- along with Britain and, with 
some reservati-~s, ltaly -- to become involved by Washington in SDI. Washington has 
dragged its  .ies in this venturc, which poses a mortal danger to mankind, in the 
hope of exploiting scientists and the technological potentials of those countries, 

of shifting onto them a considerable share of the astronomic expenditures involved 

in the fulfilment of the “star wars” program and of making them share responsibility 
for all the consequences of the program. SDI is the main obstacle on the way to pro- 
gress at the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space weapons. The USA describes 
it as purely defensive and even claims that it will eventually lead to the elimination 


of nuclear weapons. 


In reality, however, the administration is pressing ahead with the development of a 
space weapons system and getting ready to deploy it along with feverishly building up 
the nuclear arms potential and developing new-generation nuclear weapons, such as the 
MX first-strike missile, Trident-2 and the Midgetman. The administration has already 
spent one trillion dollars on America’s nuclear rearmament program and is going 

to spend at least as much more. Symptomatically, Weinberger has stated on more than 
one occasion that the USA will continue to improve the build up its nuclear weapons, 
at least until the Pentagon takes delivery of defense systems under SDI. However, 
these statements do not at all indicate that the Pentagon will agree even then to the 


dismantling of nuclear armaments. 


As senior administration officials have admitted on more than one occasion, the “star 
wars” program envisions the use of nuclear energy while one of the leading scientists 
working on SDI, Edward Teller, recently said at the bashington National Press Club 
that space weapons systems are to be predominantly nuclear. 
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LD280027 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1922 GMT 27 Mar 86 





[TASS headline--"In Washington's Svace Harness”! 
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t Moscow, 27 Mar (TASS) -— TASS omentator Viadiwir Smelov writes: And so the 


has again come out in the role of the Pentagon's sword-bearer. this time a space 


ne. FRG economics Mirister M. SBangemann and Pentagon chief . Weinberger signed an 
‘xreement in Washington today on the participation of West German firms and mcerns 
the U.S. “Strategic Defense Initiative”, and riso an agreement on the so-called 


‘improvement of general technolorical exchange” between the FR mad the United 


States. Bonn, having surrendere! its national interests to please the militaricr 


ambitions of the United States, has arain femonstrated political support fer for 
which are undermining the edifice of interrp-tional peace and in every way opposins 


’ 


the efforts, first and foremost of the Soviet Union, to fullw deliver mankind from 


nuclear weapons and from the threat of war, includ.ag from space. 


Bonn must understand that participation in the Pentagon's space adventure means 
linking the Federal Republic to 7 new and most dangerous spiral of the arms race. 
This is precisely why on the Phine they are trving so painstakingly to conceal this 
obvious fact, are try ing to pass off the “star wars” program as a panacea for al! 
misfortunes and as a project which is supposed] of a purely defensive nature capable 
of virtually moving forward the cause of disarmament. Their attempts are in vain: 
such assertions are clearly intended for simpletons because the Pentaron, as THI 
WASHINGTON POST emphasizes, views the SDI as “a purely military undertaking”. 


Taking into consideration the mass protests of the public and the opposition parties 
in the FRC against linking the country to the notorious “@rategic Defense Initiative”, 
and the disagreements on this issue even in the amp of the ruling coalitton, Chancellor 
Kohl is forced to put a brave face on a sorry business. How he has already tried, 

if only to more convincingly demonstrate the “independence” of his government in 
resolving questions which are vitally important to the FRO -- qucstions of war and 
pea-2, and also the “purely commercial” nature of the deal om the SDI. And the 

proof, they say, is available. You see, the agreement on the FRC's participation in 
"star wars” is not the “memorandum on mutual understanding” on the SDI between the 
United States and Great Britain, authenticated by the signatures of the ministers of 
defense of those countries. You see, Kohl sent a “peaceful” minister for economics 
across the ocean, although the Pentagon wanted, it said, tv see the head of the FRG 
military department instead. 


However, the business lics not with ministers and not with the names of agreements, 
however nice sounding they might be, but in their essence. And it is as follows: 
Having harnessed itself to the U.S. “star wars” progrem the FRC has confirmed that 

it remains one of the most zealous conductors of the militarter! course of the 
United States and NATO and that it Is ready to meet any political and military demands 
made by Washington to the detriment of the cause of peace and security. 
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Sor AND SPACE ARMS 


[SF COL GEN CHEPVOV INTERVIEW CRITICIZES EUROPEAN SDI 
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al}, one envisages the development and production of new weapons, and this -- in a 
normal human language -- is callec feverish arms buildup. 


One cannot run away from the truth and pretend that creating new antimissile weapons 
according to the variant of the so-called European Defense Initiative are a “blessinp” 
for Western Europe. When we look the truth in the eve, fomenting a feverish arms build- 
up in vet another respect would increase tension in Europe and lead to the growth of 
the threat of war. Strengthening the security of Western Europe should not be sought 
along the line of the so-called American Strategic Defense Initiative and European 
Defense Initiative, but along the line of a complete liquidation of nuclear weapons on 
earth, along the line of ridding the European Continent of nuclear and chemica] weapons. 
The proposals submitted by M.S. Corbachev, general] secretary cf the CPSU Central 
Committee, in his statement of 15 January 1986 are opening realistic possibilities for 
a successful course i: that respect. 


‘ 

[Morozov] Genera! Rogers speaks about U.S. “restraint” within the framework of the 
program of the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative which, allegedly, is restricted to 
research only. What can be said in this connection? 


[Chervov] In this respect, Mr Rogers has forgotten two things: The first one is his 
own statement in the French magazine SCIENCE +T VIE (Uctober 1985) that in the U.S. 
“star wars” program, “any restraint or lagging behind the USSR did not and does not 
exist." To prove it, he submits these facts: “When I was the Army's chief of staff, 
all scientific research work in the sphere of antimissile defense was subordinated to 
me...We received the order: A. to speed up scientific research work so as to prevent 
the Russians from achieving superiority; B. to develop a prototype and test it.” 


"In 1979, when I left that post in connection with the transfer to NATO, we achieved 
Such success that, as it was envisaged, we could stop one fired bullet with the help 
of another fired bullet.” Further, Rogers openly states that the United States has 
never halted research in the sphere of antimissile defense and has not limited it, that 
the work has continued at full speed also after the signing of the agreement on anti- 
missile defense in 1972. “The Strategic Defense Initiative,” Rogers says, “is not 
something new that has just been invented; it is already an old idea.” 


That is the way it is -- in black and white. Washington officials blather about the 
“restraint” of the United States, and he, Rogers, refutes everything. “That is cheap 
propaganda,” he said in October 1985. It is not clear why Rogers has now made a 
180-degree turn and has also begun speaking about “restraint,” by which he refutes 
his own words. 


The second circumstance is the existing situation. Rogers obviously knows that the 
Strategic Defense Initiative ranks in the Pentagon among those military strategic 
programs (with the MX ICBMs, the ballistic missiles on submarines of the Trident 
system, and the strategic B-1B bombers) having highest priority. The administra- 
tion's budget documents state openly that the United States, regardless of the 
course of the Geneva talks and the USSR's standpoint on that issue, wil] continue 
all the way to the full development and deployment of the antimissile defense with 
elements of space bases. The real intentions of the U.S. Administration to accelerate 
the work on the Stategic Defense Initiative are attested to by the billions of dollars 
requested for it. For example, for the 1987 fiscal year, the Pentagon alone requests 
for the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative $4.8 billion (75 percent more than in 
the current fiscal year). ‘ 


22 





The greatest part of the work within the framework of the so-called Strategic 
Defense Initiative is in the stage of experiments and construction of denonstration 
models for carrying out tests. This activity is at variance with the spirit of the 
agreement on antimissile defense, and some of them ‘the tests of an X-ray laser 
outside the polygons [polygony] of antimissile defense) are at direct variance 


with the 1972 agreement. 


In the work for the so-called Strategic Defense Initiative the main U.S. military- 
industrial companies, universities, laboratories of leading firms, as well as 

private research organizations participate. Could one imagine the United States 
spendine (in 5 years) $26 billion on research to later abandon the idea of “star 
wars” only because “the Russians will be against their deployment"? It is also 
ridiculous to think that $26 billion would be earmarked only to resolve a theoretical 
question whether it is or it is not possible to develop offensive space devices. 
Weinberger comments on it openly: “I exclude the possibility of relinquishing 
jstrategic defense, be it at the research stage or at the deployment stage.” The U.S. 
President himself declared on 7 February 1986 that he will do everything he can for 
the continuation of research and tests within the framework of the «o-rcalled 


Strategic Defense Initiative. 


Mr Rogers obviously knows all this. Therefore it is not clear why it was necessary 
to mix up everything like that. Perhaps he has received the order from Washington 
to rehabilitate himself somehow for the statements in SCIENCE ET VIE. Or his task 
was to help the U.S. Administration to more cleverly circumvent the new Soviet ini- 
tiatives which propose to Europe and all people not “star wars,” but a world without 


nuclear weapons. 


[Morozov] According to Rogers’ view, in case the East and the West would succeed in 
creating effective defense systems, that is, their own “space shields,” “general tran- 
quility” would prevail and none of the sides would need nuclear weapons. What is your 


opinion? 


[Chervov] A simultaneous creation of “space shields” in the East and West will lead 
te a very unstable, critical situation. the following is invoived: 


If one of the sides deploys offensive and defensive systems, and the other has only 
offensive, in that case the first one gains a marked strategic superiority and the 
possibility of launching a disarming nuclear strike. In such a situation the reduction 
of strategic offensive weapons ioses sense for the other side. It must perfect and 
develop them in order to maintain the possibility to renew the strategic equiiibriun. 
This is the elementary logic of nuciear counterweight, based on the objectively existing 
interdependence of offensive and defensive strategic systems. 


But also if the two sides had offensive and defensive systems the situation would be 
worse than if the two sides had only offensive weapons. Calculations reveal that at a 
minumum, very small advantages of one of the sides in the effectiveness of its defensive 
system immediately destabilize the entire situation. Such 4 situation exists also when 
the level of offensive weapons is markedly reduced. In other words, with both sides 
having “space shieids,” reductions of strategic offensive systems lose their value, 
because such reduction will no longer guarantee the stability of the situation to the 
sides, particulariy when one of the sides clearly wants to gain superiority in defensive 


systems, such as the United States does it now. ; 
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At a press conference in Geneva, M. Corbachev presented an original example of a 
situation when both sides have “space shields": “Imagine what the consequences of 
even a coincidental collision in outer space would be. Let us say that something has 
separated from a rocket, its warhead of the rocket booster would tear off and collide 
with a grouping of these space weapons. Signals will be sent, and al] this can be 
interpreted as the other side's attempt to destroy these weapons. Computers go into 
action, and in such a case politicians cannot do anything sensible. And we will become 


slaves to these events.” 


We know the tragic fate of the Challenger space shuttle. If that were to happen with 
the two sides’ “space shields" in existence, the computers of the American “space 
shields” would begin working immediately. And how would it end? 


A joint deployment of “space shields" -- that is a deceptive course, which creates the 
illusion of strengthening the security of the sides, but in reality undermines it. ihe 
USSR favors a radical reduction of nuclear weapons, but without deploying extensive 
systems of antimissile defense and without developing offensive space weapons. Only 
such a course can lead to the total liquidation of nuclear weapons and the stabilization 


of the situation. 
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JPRS-TAC-86-0 * 


SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


WASHINGTON ENVOY BRIEFS NAKASONE ON SDI PROGRAM 
0W250101 Tokyo KYODO in English 0053 GMT 25 Mar 86 


[Text] Tokyo, March 25 KYODO--Japanese Ambassador to Washington Nobuo 
Natsunaga has told Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone that the United States 
is anxious for a decision by Japan on whether it wi'l participate in the 
star wars research program. Matsunaga is in Tokyo to prepare for Nakasone's 
visit to the U.S. starting April 12. 


The envoy called on Nakasone Monday night and said, according to officials, 
that while Washington understands that Tokyo's participation in Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI) research is a matter for Japan to decide by itself, 
and that an SDI study mission is now in the U.S., the U.S. Government thinks 
that “the sooner the decision, the better.” 


The U.S. Government says that Japanese participation in the SDI would give 
the U.S. more bargaining power in negotiations with the Soviet Union, the 
ambassador reportedly told Nakasone. 


A study mission consisting of both government officials and business repre- 
sentatives is in the U.S. to study the feasibility of Japanese firms parti- 
cipating in the research program into the space-based defense system. 


The envoy also reported to Nakasone that protectionist sentiment still pre- 
vails in the U.S. Congress over the country's trade deficit with Japan. 


The trade friction is expected to feature prominently in Nakasone's talks 
with President Ronald Reagan in Washington. 


/6091 
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


ABE: SDI PARTICIPATION NOT NAZASOWE'S DECISION ALOwE 


OW2791417 Tokyo NHK Television Network in Japanese 12700 GT 2) Mar 


|[Text!} At «a session of the Foreign Affaire Committee o! the Hower of Cowecilere held 
today, Foreign Minteter Abe stated that the teewe of pari ticipation te SI -— Stretee! 
Defense Initiative -- research is sot ome thet can b© ent. steraelly decided bv Pr ime 


Minister Nakasone. 


In bis reply to a question by Mr Yutaka Hata of the O57. Fore’: em “fateter Abe cafd ther 
the Japanese Covermment would mot state its decision on SOl re carch pert fciret toe 
during Prime Minister Nekasone’s visit to the United States, scveduled for seat seer 
He added that thie teswe could sot be aenmilateraliy decided by Prine “inteter Sebecone. 
and that proper procedures should be carefully followed in dealing wi*h itt. The 
decision should be besed on «4 report, to be submitted by « etedy grees leaving for th 
United States soon, and, if secessary. comeultations show!ld be beld amor Cabinet 


members concerned with the iseue. 
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» - wet ares 


MAPARESE CAPTRTS BLSSICS LEAVES FOR SOI TALAS 18 0.5 
WI909}) Tempe ETO io Exglieh @% GT 29 Ser 


Terr Tetve,. “erc® 29 £TOOD -- A lerge /espemesce eiceice comprieotes 4 teoctetce! 
esperte free (1 cemppenties lett “ofee for Seehiegtee Seterder ce @ eieetce te esp lere 
the poeetbtilice of Japee"s pertictipetios te reererct oe the 7.5. Stretegic tefence 
leitietive (SDT) The greee. weic® slee tecledes gewereeret of fictele, wfll be tetefed 
* the epece-teeed setieteetiiec oretect, beeowe o6 the “Ster Sere” oregeree, ty of fictele« 


st the SO) Bereee of the Defenee woerteret “ooefes 


~ sieeteoe will epltt « tete three greeee te wielt reseeerc® teetitetices ead eater- 
oriees throestoet the ¢.5. Tt to the third eee’ eieetoce te be eeet te the letted 
Steres t+ Japee. 


The gowermmeet bee eetd tt will Gecide whether te tebe pert te the research pre tect 
aiter recetvieg # repert Sy the siseice 


5. Deteree Secretery Cooper Veleterger See erged the Jepemese goveremect te decide 


to perticipete ia the progres a6 sooe a6 poesibiec. 


Thee siestoe, which will etew fa the "sited Stetes wett!l Aeril %, will eubeit ee teterte 
rerert toe Prise Mieieter Yeeuwhire Sekeccne before be leaves for Weskiagtce ce April 17 


Priwete eeterprises tekirg pert in the siesioew tecleded seter electronics compesios 
coch of Bitaechi Led... Toehibe Corp... Seew Corp... Fuetitee Led... Sitewbtieht Beevy ladus- 


tries, end high-techmolcer fires related te the evistioe tadustry. 


The wiesion slee iecledes represeetatives from the foreten “intetry, the Defense Agency 
and the “inietry of lIeteraetions! Trede eed iadustry. 


After an inepection tour, the officials are scheduled to return to Vashington 
for working-level comesultations with their American counterperts. 


/6091 
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in fair regulation in the “hot spots”--in the Near East, Central America, near 
Afighamistanm, in Sowth Africa and the area of the Persian Gulf; and to a rejection 
of ewerything which wight complicate an already difficult international situa- 
tiem and to cut off at the root the shoots of gutual wderstanding and trust 
which sre again sprouting on the rocky soil of confrontation. 


The New Year's addresses by M. 5S. Gorbachev to the American people and of #. 
Reagan to the Soviet people were good omens for the Year of Peace. Let us 
take wpon ourselves the task of doing away with the threat which hangs over 
mankind, said the Soviet leader. Let us work together to make this year «a 

ear of Peace, said the American leader. it is important when the annownce- 
nents of state leaders who embody opposite worlds resound in unison. The 
problem comsists of their aleo acting in unison when it comes to strengthening 
mutual peace and international security. The Year of Peace is sot only 4 year 
for declaration of good intentions. It is primarily a year of practical 
actions which would bring the international community closer to stopping the 
etme rece and eliainating suc lear weapons, as currently proposed in the Announce- 
ment of M. S. Gorbachev. Whether or not the vear 1986 will be entered into 
the poet-war chronicle with a positive balance and what evaluation it will 
receive from world public opinion will depend on whether or not such actions 
will be taken and whether the “spirit of Geneva” will attain material realiza- 
tion. 


The poweibilities and chances are evident. They are perhaps the most favorable 
in recent wears, after the impressive achievements in the politics of relaxation 
of tensions of the 70's. On the threshold of th International Year of Peace, 
which requires of ewery state « aanifestation of good will and support of the 
goo? will of other participants in the world community, we gust remind ourselves 
of (hese chances. 


-—The USSR hese taken the promise of not being the first to use nuclear weapons. 


~~The USSR bee rejected the concept of placing anti-satellite weapons into 
space, proposing to the USA that it completely cease on a autual basis all 
prectical work om the development of anti-satellite systems; 


~The USSR bee removed frose combat readiness in its European section the SS-20 
sieelles which were additionally deployed in response to the placement of 
weericen sediae range sissiles on the European flank of NATO. 


~~The USSR bee liotredeced «4 aoratorium on any nuclear blasts, and now, when 
ite time Nee elapeed, tee extended it for another } sonths in the hopes that 
the (A end other oucleer powers will toin in this decision. 


All these ect lees bwwe been taken UNILATERALLY. All of them are a clear testimony 
te the pelitics ef GOOD EXAMPLE. All of them are supported by world public 
~intee. YTeere beve pessed since some of them, and since otherse--months. In 
thie tiee, aenmy decisions heve been sade in Sashington, but not one of them 
~ee tedleeted « desire toe take the bend extended by the Soviet Union. Streams 
ot peace-lewieg rhetoric power owt of the official Washingtam tribunes, but in 
chee tt te fetile te seek « poeitive reeponee to the manifestation of good will 
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by “oecew ofr te its ceetrwxctive sigmal« Seteed. «ees ‘ 


iasist on the “rig ec” ft s iret gatieer etrisze. Gee 3 . 

sllies ter the real izet toe f the “eter war rote 

siesile groupings in Seeters Europe. om wee it «leer eum = 

After the geet ing in -enmeve, the viet nies dlemaptied. se | at promiee, 
the stationary $S-270 missile iascaliaetions in ite Eereneam sect lee fter 
Geneva, the USSR informed the ..5. governmrer f ite readiness te take the 
gost decisive steps in regard toe comtre! wr the ceeeet loc ‘ euwcleer teet ing 
up to on-site checas. After Geneva, the SSR propoerd « epecific pregra 

for ridding samkind of suclesr weapons and swclesar war, and of the fear 

it. This was a programs tor bullding a syetem of reliably guarateed genera! 


security. And what “es heppened in Saghington Ales. after the oummmit aret ice. 
essentially nothing has been done there which would evidence the deci«eil venees 
to act “ip the spirit of Geneva.” Not one practical step bar been taken 
there in the sphere of security which would correspond to the agreements 

reached in Geneva. 


The support of the Soviet moratorium on suclear blasts sight have been suct 
a practical step, and sight have allowed the vear 1986 to enter into histor 
as the year of the start of practical curtailment of the suwclear arm race. 


The representatives of the Washington administration and certain NATO leaders 
who reject the appeals by Moscow to transform the peace-loving declarations 
into the plane of practical policy do not sit idly by. Thus, the U.S. Secretary 
of State G. Schultz goes to Europe, where with the sweat of his brow he drives 
wedges into the socialist alliance and shakes his fist at the political- 
territorial realities of the continent... 


Pentagon emissary Dov [Zachaym] goes to NATO staff headquarters in Brussels, 
in order to announce there that “the European NATO countries should not 
expect the possibility of reducing their financial efforts in the sphere 

of defense, even if agreements on the reduction of strategic arsenals are 
reached in Geneva between the Soviet and American sides.” This is how it is... 
Let them take their example from America, where the White House is asking 
Congress for “multi-billion dollar allocations to the Pentagon with a simulta- 
neous reduction in numerous domestic programs.” Instead of Lightening the 
burden of military expenditures on the NATO allies, a new load is being placed 
on them—a large increase in the non-nuclear potential in the vear 1986... 


In Bonn, London and several other capitals of NATO countries they are adapt ing 
to Washington's militaristic steps. They are arming themselves to the teeth 
and striving toward military supremacy. in essence they are falling into 
adventurism by beginning the arms race in space. They are weaving intrigues 
against the socialist world, against independent developing countries, and 
particularly these days against Libya. Yet all the while they are giving 
cheerful assurances, as does the Bonn Chancellor H. Kohl, that “the ice age 

is not approaching.” It is approaching if they turn matters toward this, if 
they reject everything rational and constructive which the Soviet Union and 
its socialist allies propose. It is approaching if they cast their well- 
substantiated caution to the winds--particularly in regard to the “star wars” 
progran. 











WGeewer gow bel lds the Secs of € he lé wer” will SBewe te take the 
reegpeGge tei. .t* +) awl eet "ee —— ‘ceuee ¢ rep .2ce te warEiog (*rese,. ae 
che “setirtc ef Geneve” evepoeretecs 

owe people is the weet act of if th \. detiseties on preciaiaiag 196 t« 

se the letereetiogns, tear Goes aot app.iy toe thee. They ¢€e@ got want this vear 
te weoeee the lLemdesrk of (fer proereee Of the road to reel dleserusemrat and 
te the creation ef « world witheet weaepeoeese or were “lil, the epooming 
aoeths will show whether they are ready ic Seshiagtoen and ic the capitals of 
the ether BATO cowetries te fellow the route laid owt is GConeve, whether they 
are ready te coetire their preciaimed peacefel isoteations with actions, and 
whether they ere ready toe dbegie the realization of the program of eliminating 
the guciesr ereenale together with the Seowlet Usion. Whether or sot such 
readiness willl be aenifeeted determines to « large degree whether 1986 ~i1) 
become the veer of «4 real breskthrowgh toward the better in European and world 
attaire, or whether it will remain « weer of eiesed chances aod enused 


opportunit tes. 

The Seviet Unies "pes that this Year of Peace leads to « peaceful decade and 
thet aenkind w'<l enter the Jlet century without seclesar weapons and under 
conditions .< peace, trust and cooperation. if this sam approach beccars 


dominant also in the Seet, the warming trend which has begun will turn into 
healthful, clesr and stable world weather. 


$200/1 268 
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JpRS-TAC-686-0% 
18 April 1966 


U.S.-USSB GENEVA TALKS 


SOVIET MAJ GEN MONIN ON GORBACHEV'S 15 JANUARY LNITIATIVE 
Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 21 Jan 86 p 3 


[Article by Major General M. Monin, doctor of historical sciences: “In the 
Interests of All Mankind: Soviet Union Proposes Entering the Third Millenium 
Without Nuclear Weapons”] 


[Text] The outline of the new edition of the CPSU Program states that “the 
peace-loving foreign policy course developed by the party and continuously 
implemented by the Soviet state, in combination with the strengthening of 

the country’s defense capability, has ensured for the Soviet people and for 
most of the planet's population a peaceful life for the duration of the long- 
est period in the 20th century.” These words have a deep significance. The 
Leninist party, being internationalist in its character, directs its activity 
im the protection of peace and security not only in the interests of the 
Soviet people, but zlso in the interests of most of mankind. In this endeavor 
it encounters the approval and active support not only on the part of the 
states in the socialist dalliance and the world communist movement, but also 
on the part of the broad popular masses in many countries of the world. 


Such approval was clearly manifested in the great interest evoked throughout 

the entire world by the Statement of CPSU Central Committee Secretary General 
M. S. Gorbachev, which presents a set of new major foreign policy initiatives. 
This is a landmark document in the struggle of the Leninist party and the Soviet 
state for a strong and general peace. The Soviet Union has proposed a specific 
program of total and comprehensive liquidation of nuclear weapons by the year 
2000, the liberation of mankind from the threat of self annihilation, and 

the provision of reliable security for the present and the coming generations 
on earth. 


Today mankind has no other choice than that between survival and total 
destruction. The matter has come down to such a limit which requires the 
greatest sanity and thought in solving problems which touch upon the interests 
of every people, as well as all peoples together. 


The unlimited arms race which is being stepped up by the imperialist countries, 
and primarily the United States of America, has led to the emergence of a 
real threat to the very existence of peaceful civilization. 


The declaration of entire regions of the world to be “zones of vital interests” 
of the USA, the development or more and more new military air and naval bases 
here with placement of nuclear missile weapons, the forced increase of first 
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Strike American nuclear missiles in Western Europe, the intensive preparations 
for militarization of space in order for the USA to achieve military-strategic 
supremacy over the Soviet Union and other socialist comtries—this is but a 
partial list of imperialist actions which have led to the emergence of an 
extremely alarming and volatile situation. 


The USSR, acting in close cooperation with the other countries of the socialist 
alliance, takes a diametrically opposed position on the radical questions of 
ensuring peace and creating favorable conditions for the survival of all 
mankind. This position taken by our country is reflected in numerous party 
documents, and is formulated with all clarity in the outline of the new edition 
of the CPSU Program and the Announcement of CPSU Central Committee Secretary 
General M. S. Gorbachev. 


The outline of the new edition of the CPSU Program provides for the elimination 
of the threat of world war and the achievement of general security and dis- 
armament as one of the primary tasks in the sphere of foreign policy. 


The outline of the new edition of the CPSU Program stresses that the CPSU will 
continuously strive toward the implementation of measures leading to the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons, the cessation of production and liquidation of 
other types of weapons of mass destruction, the reduction of the armed forces 
of the states, and the freezing and reduction in the troops and armaments in 
the most explosively dangerous regions of the planet. The party of Soviet 
communists stands out in favor of adopting measures for strengthening mutual 
trust and reducing the risk of emergence of armed conflicts, including those 
resulting by accident. Only through this means is it possible to bring man- 
kind closer to a situation where the threat of a nuclear catastrophe will no 
longer hang over the planet like the sword of Damocles. Of the major foreign 
policy actions of anessential character taken by the CPSU Central Committee 
and the Soviet government, the primary one is directed toward eliminating this 
threat. This is a specific program of total liquidation of nuclear weapons 
in the entire world, calculated for a precisely defined period of tim. 


Today, millions of people throughout the world, including also in the USA, are 
coming to better understand the vital need for solving this problem. It is 

of primary importance that this understanding is reflected also in the joint 
Soviet-American announcement adopted at the Geneva Summit Meeting. The docu- 
ment unambiguously states that nuclear war must never be unleashed, and that 
there can be no victors in it. Tie catastrophic consequences which may ensue 

in the case of any conflict between the USSR and the USA are also acknowledged. 
This makes the task of preventing any war between them--nuclear or convent ional-- 
an extremely important one. The Soviet-American summit meeting laid the ground- 
work for bettering the international situation. However, these prerequisites 
cannot be realized by themselves. in order to transform them into practical 
actions capable of changing the political climate on the planet, the efforts 

of both sides are needed. 


History has repeatedly proven that the Soviet Union is true to its word and to 
its policy of peace and counteraction against war. This truth is now confirmed 


37 





by a series of proposals intended to turn the development of international 
life away from the increasing of tensions to easing them, and, as M. S. 
Gorbachev announced in his New Year’s address to the American people, to give 
mankind “a reliable prospect of peace, a prospect of entering the third 
millenium without fear.” 


The basic approach of the USSR and its friends to the problem of dis- 
armament consists of the parties’ being guided by the principle of equality 
and uniform security, without striving to strengthen their security by means 
of new types of weapons which thus disrupt the military-strategic parity 
between the USSR and the USA and between the Warsaw Pact Organization and NATO. 


It is specifically in this key that we should view the large-scale Soviet 

peace initiatives, which are supported by the countries of the socialist 
alliance. Added to the previously adopted responsibilities of not being the 
first to use nuclear weapons and not placing anti-satellite systems in space 
were the proposals on reducing by 50 percent the nuclear weapons currently 
existing in the USSR and the USA which are capable of reaching each other's 
territory. These were accompanied by a mandatory condition of total prohibition 
of the development of space stiike weapons, and by the introduction of a mora- 
torium on all types of nuclear tests. The Soviet state also declared a uni- 
lateral moratorium on the further placement of medium range missiles in Europe 
and on retaliatory measures connected with the placement of American first- 
strike missiles in the European zone. The CPSU and the Soviet government 
presented new and far-reaching initiatives on most of these problems. They 
were presented in the Announcement by M. S. Gorbachev. A major act of good 
will by the Soviet Union became the proposal on totally ridding mankind of 
nuclear weapons by the end of the 20th century, on liquidating all medium-range 
ballistic and cruise missiles by the USSR and the USA in the European zone as 
the first stage of reducing nuclear weapons, as well as on prolonging until 

31 March 1986 the unilateral moratorium on any nuclear blasts, as well as other 
Soviet initiatives. 


Thus, the set of new initiatives presented in the Announcement of the CPSU 
Central Committee Secretary General encompasses all the most important directions 
and spheres of activity in the interests of disarmament, restoration of trust, 
and strengthening of the prospects of a peaceful future and progress of all 
peoples. The matter now rests with the West. 


In this connection, we cannot help but be concerned about the reports that 

the United States continues to press forward on work with the “star wars" 
program, whose realization would lead to strategic chaos and to a qualitatively 
new and uncontrolled stage in the arms race. The doctrine of “new globalism" 
recently proclaimed by Washington has once again shown that the imperialist 
circles in the USA, who continue to increase tension in the world, aspire to 
the role of some kind of “world judge” who has the fates of all peoples in his 
power. 


This is why, as long as the danger exists of unleashing imperialist aggression, 
military conflicts and any type of provocations, the CPSU considers it necessary, 








as stated in the outline of the new edition of its Program, for the "USSR 
Armed Forces to be at a level which would exclude the strategic supremacy 
of the imperialist forces, so that the defense capability of the Soviet 
state may be comprehensively developed and the combat cooperation of the 
armies of the fraternal socialist countries strengthened." 


The USSR does not encroach on the security of any country--be it in the West 

or in the East. It threatens no one and does not strive to enter into conflict 
with any state. It wants to live in peace with all countries. Since the 

time of the Great October, the Soviet socialist state bears high the banner 

of peace and friendship between peoples. Maintaining their truth to this 
Leninist banner, the CPSU and the Soviet state, in close unity with the 
fraternal parties and states of the socialist alliance, will continue to 

strive toward betterment of the international situation and toward a compre- 
hensive strengthening of peace in the name of security and well-being of all 

the peoples of our planet. 
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JPRS-TAC-66-0% 
18 April 1966 


U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS 


DUTCH ANALYST ON CONDITIONS IN GORBACHEV PROPOSAL 
Rotterdam NRC HANDELSBLAD in Dutch 12 Mar 86 p 7 


[Article by Dr J.C. Siccama, research associate at the Dutch Institute for 
International Relations “Clingendael”™ in The Hague: “Gorbachev's Proposal: 
Conditions Trouble Outlook For Accord™' 


[Text] According to Gorbachev, the world can be free of nuclear weapons in 
the year 2000, an ideal that Reagan, too, had already embraced when he intro- 
duced his strategic defense plans in March 1983. Gorbachev, who divides the 
route to that year into three stages, gave priority to a nuclear weapon-free 
Europe. In the first phase, which would take between 5 and 8 yeers, mediun- 
range nuclear weapons would be eliminated. Doesn't the withdrawal of SS-20's 
(on the Russian side) and Pershing-2's and Cruise missiles (on NATO's side) 
still mean acceding to the zero-zero option proposed by Reagan at the start 
of the INF negotiations in 198]? 


In other points as well (prohibiting the possession of chemical weapons, 
conventional stability), breakthroughs in arms consultations seemed to be at 
hand, all the more so since Gorbachev has shown himself ready to accept on- 
site inspection. And optimism rose to even greater heights when the Soviet 
Union, in an explanation to the speech, made an accord on European medium- 
range nuclear weapons no longer dependent on a halt to the American SDI plans. 
What really still stood in the way of subscribing to the zero-zero option for 
medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe, which would also eliminate the need 
to base Cruise missiles in the Netherlands? 


Two Conditions 


A careful reading of Gorbachev's text shows that the Soviet Union will only 
agree to such a zero-zero option if two conditions are fulfilled. In the 
first place, the United States must refrain from sending delivery systems to 
its allies and England and France have to renounce an ‘expansion’ of their 
nuclear armaments. In fact, this clause boils down to making it impossible 
for the United States to supply the British with Trident missiles and Cruise 
missiles. Furthermore, Moscow is trying to get the United States to bring 
the European countries with nuclear weapons under U.S. guardianship. Namely, 
the United States is supposed to see that France and England live up to a 
Russian demand concerning the armament of America's allies. 
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In the second place, Gorbachev couples the elimination of sedium-range nuclear 
weapons in Europe to the condition that the United States agree to a nuclear 
test ban. Literally, this condition 

any attention, reads: ‘From th 

amd the United States agree to a ha 
mations to join in this goratorium as quick 
the reduction in nuclear weapons, not bound to a ban on all nuclear tests, 
proposed by Reagan. Without a test ban, according to him, auclear weapons 
will continue to be further refined. Consequently, a ban on nuclear testing 
(bilateral and later sultilateral) is a practical step towards moving away 
from nuclear veapons. 


which incidentally has received scarcely 
it is necessary that the Soviet Union 
nuclear tests and caii upon other 


> 
ly as possible." Gorbachev opposes 


On this point, the Russian party leader doesn't shy away from threats. The 
moratorium that the Soviet Union had unilaterally imposed and that was orig- 
inally supposed to last until 31 December 1985 has been extended ‘one more 
time’, namely until 31 March 1986. The Soviet Union cannot, however, ‘con- 
tinue to show restraint in making nuclear tests until the end of time." in 
the absence of a positive American response to the one-sided Russian mora- 
torium, the ‘logic’ of the arms race should have demanded that Moscow resume 
nuclear testing on 1 January. This is a last attempt to break through that 
"logic’. If America again fails to respond positively, then ‘the arms race 
will change into an avalanche ® which any control over the course of events 
will become impossible.’ 


Grandiose Plans 


In his response to Gorbachev's proposal of 24 February past, Reagan did not 
go into either of the two conditions named by the Russian party leader at all. 
Reagan did couple the elimination of medium-range missiles to the condition 
that this would apply not only to SS-20's, Cruise missiles and Pershing-2's 
in Europe (or in the ‘European zone’) but likewise to that part of Russian 
territory in Asia from which SS-20's are not in a position to reach Western 
Euvorpe. This condition, whose goal is to prevent the threat from being 
shifted to Japan and China, was not altogether new. That was also the case 
with the demand that the elimination would also have to hold for ‘other types 
of medium-range nuclear weapons.‘ 


There is little doubt that this means, among other things, the SS-22 missiles 
with a range of about 900 km in the GDR and in Czechoslovakia, and that the 
United States set this extra condition at the instigation of the GDR, the 
Netherlands and other countries. S5ut just as much as the other conditions 
for a zero-solution named by the United States (removal of imbalances in 
conventional arms, resolution of regional conflicts), these complicating 
circumstances make it less likeiy that this zero-zero solution will ever 
really be achieved. 


The history of arms control consultation shows that grandiose plans like 
comprehensive and general (nuclear) disarmament and a total ban on nuc le. 
testing often mask the unwillingness of the superpowers to reach genuine 
negotiated results. Progress is given preference over concrete and partial! 
reductions. 


- 


+1 





Reagan's crusade aggzinst nuclear weapons, Gorbachev's hodge-podge of tot 
(nuclear) disarmament, the ‘real’ zero-solution for Europe and Andropov's 
three-phase plan (1982) all awaken semories of the fruitless consultation 
the fifties and the beginning of the sixties. This sight indicate that a 
negotiated agreement on nuclear weapons at Geneva will be more difticul 
achieve than gsany are inclined to think. 


e 
. 


ry 


In any event, one hopes that the “avalanche” in the arms race predicted 
Gorbachev will be less terrifwing than the series of heavy nuclear tests with 
which Krushchev broke the moratorium that was in effect in 1961. Or will the 
Russians also drop the condition of a halt to nuclear testing’ 


12507/8918 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANCE SWUCLEAR FOS 


TASS CITES SAARLAND “MINISTER ON REMDVA! . SISST! 
LD232222 Moscow TASS in English 220 “T 2} “Mer & 
Text | Bonn March 23 TASS--IASS correspondent Sergey Soenowes ! reports 


if a Social Democratic government comes to power in Somer o8 « result 
Bundestag elections due to be held next vear, it will withérew the Americas 
tirst-strike Pershing-2 and cruise sucleaer sissiles from the FRC*« territer 
A statement to this effect has been made by Oskar Lafoetes. oriae aiaieter 
of the government of Saarland, chairman of the SPD land organization is Sear 
He was addressing a congress of his party's land orgenmication in Seerbecckes 
Oskar Lafonten, who headed Saar’s land government least weer, is ome of the 
most consistent opponents of implementation of the soteriows MAT wc lear 
missile decisions among the West German Social Democrats. 


w 
le 


~? 
: : 


He has repeatedly protested against the turning of the FRO"s territory 
a launching pad for the death-bringing American {iret-setrike seclear miseeil« 
took an active part in various actions by the peace champions. The ant! 
missile stand of the Saar Social Democrats has contributed in « comsiderabdl« 
measure to a growth of their prestige among the population of the land and 
helped them with a comfortable victory over the CDU in the course of thx 
land elections in 1985. 


O. LaFonten also declared for completely freeing the FRC"s territery {ros 
nuclear veapons in the future. He also declared for the FRC'’s withdraws 
from the NATO's military wing, while preserving its membership in the pol! 
tical organization of the North Atlantic Community. 


The statements by the prime minister of Saarland have caused « panic amon, 
the FRG’s ruling circles. They were in a hurry to launch « propaganda cae- 
paign against the Social Democrats, ascribing them some “neutralist tenden- 
cies” and accusing them of “infidelity” to the North Atlantic Sle 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


USSR MBFR DELEGATE NEYLAND VIEWS NEW BLOC PROPOSALS 


PM271155 Moscow MOSKOVSKIYE NOVOSTI in Russian No 12, 23 Mar 86 Signed to Press 


ji8 Mar 86 p 5 





[Article by Nikolay Neviland, member of the Soviet delegation at the Vienna 
talks: “12 Steps To Mect the West™] 








Text! In late February at the Vienna talks on the mutual reduction of armed 
forces end armaments in central! Europe, the soctalist countries undertook an 
important new initiative. 

























The ODOR delegation, om behalf of the CDR, Poland, the USSR, and the CSSR, submitted a 
Gecetied @rett “aereement om a tnitial reduction of erownd forces and armaments bv the 
Sewtet Uetes aod the United States with « subsequent nomincrease tn the levels of the 
etdes’ ereed forces and areaefnte and related seasures in central Burope.” The Varsa 
Pect etetee” deetre to echtewe «@ posttiwe change at the talke was reaffirmed. What 
herectericoes the subeitted draft” 


The eew erepetele, while oreeerwine «]! the fuendaeental provisions contained in the 

elie ~wetrice” 14 February 1975 propoesls, ereativ develop them, add detail, and 
comme bemeet Chee. The eew draft cometdere thoee elements of the Weet’s position set 
ferrets 5 Deoegher leet veer which ere scoeptabdie. 


towakion te Viewewe, ¥. Sithevlew,. the leader of the Seviet delegation at the talks, 


seted the ’ peters om which the eoetallet cowntries tock etepe to bring the posttiomne 
a Thew eeweetially extend ¢t sl! the gate flelds of «a possible accord: the reduc- 
tien ef Stewtert and ‘. treeme, the erewfietios om wertficeation {keetrel), and others 
= tee -* ocemwet the Beet ’'s wewetirtton, the eoectaliet countries eereed om reduced 
mee toe the tattial re@ect | oes i treeme of the USSR and Uetired States and sleo 
. the Weet’'« orempeeed b-weaer Geadliiae for « eubeequent freere. Thev provide in their 
aeoeweewes for the cota lieteeret, for the entire perted of tte operation, of 
oot eefece fer eaetterteaa the estt aed eatrance of troeepe fram the region ofr 
the ewatee of the ceGectiane, the pewetbi lity of endercabing om-site verification 
metas fe =wtee «© ‘wettlied tegeret. the creation of « comsultative commisceion, 
oo —~ 2 8 oe ' tefereeetiaen a= ff foc mies ender the operation of the santacreate 
- = = -! “ee petete 
— oe ceewet ww livres Geeer’ r? ” of oe! en te 4 ther the achievement ’ 
~~ “eee = e ** ‘ —< & / the #enf0age F ect eetrtee re lbect ace te aeree om 


. “> = ore c_ — « “= *het thet te + oc epee the pointe The 





socialist countries stand and have stood for sensible verification according with the 
content and point of disarmament measures. 


And so a new step has been taken at the Vienna talks, bearing witness to the Varsav 
Pact countries’ possession of the political wil) not only to move the protracted 
talks from a standstill but also to lay a practica] foundation to agreed reductions of 
conventional armed forces. All this refutes the militarists" phony arguments that the 
abolition of nuclear weapons will leave the West “defenseless” in the face of “Soviet 
military superiority.” 


Several weeks have elapsed since the rew initiative vas put forward and time has shown 
that the Western participants in the talks are unfortunately continuing to impose om 
the Warsaw Pact countries terms for the agreement which would put them at a 
——— compared to the NATO countries. 


How else is it possible to assess the Western participants’ persistent attempts to 
unjustifiably extend verification measures beyond the framework of the agreed regio of 
central Europe, that is to the territory of the Soviet Union, which fundamentally 
contradicts the very mandate of the Vienna talks? The Wester participants are seeking 
to™minimize the real reductions of armed forces and are refusing to resolve the 
question of arms reduction and at the same time are arbitrarily increasing and 
complicating their demands for verification and taking them to the point of absurdity, 
as though this was the main aim of the talks, and not the reduction of military 
antagonism in central Europe. The Vienna talks are not taking place in a vacuun, 
they are an important part of the overall process of talke to halt the arms race and of 
the consolidation of trust between states. “The main thing here,” as M.S. Gorbachev 
said at the 27th CPSU Congress, “is to bring matters to a mutually acceptable balance 
of interests. * 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


CSSR DAILY CRITICIZES NATO VERIFICATION DEMANDS 
AU191507 Bratislava PRAVDA in Slovak 11 Mar 86 p 6 


/Article by Josef Sestak, deputy head of the Czechoslovak mission to the 
United Nations in Vienna: “Realistic Concept of the Socialist Countries: 
Public Demands Concrete Results"/ 


/Text/ More than a year ago, the member-states of the Warsaw Pact--participants 
in the Vienna talks on the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in central 
Europe, submitted a significant proposal, with which they paved the way for 

a sensible compromise at this historically longest-lasting disarmament forun. 
In the interest of speedily achieving first concrete and tangible results, 

they proposed concentrating attention on effecting the first two steps: 

1) an initial symbolic reduction of the USSR and the U.S. ground troops, 
together with their equipment and combat technology (20,000 troops on the 

USSR side and 13,000 troops om the U.S. side); 2) a consecutive nonincrease 

of the level of armed forces and equipment of all 11 direct participants in 

the talks. This practical project was submitted in Viennz on 14 Feburary 1985 
in the form of a draft of basic stipulations of an agreement with the proviso 
that it be fully opened for a constructive and pragmatic discussion. Its 
greatest advantage was that it soberly and realistically reacted to a mre than 
a decade-long impasse at the talks, and offered a real /realne/ way out of 

the eituation. 


Since the socialist countries submitted the aforementioned proposal, they have 
not missed a single opportunity to draw NATO's attention to the immense mili- 
tary and political significance which the achievement of the first agreement 
in Vienna has yielded. Be it the Sofia session of the Political Consultative 
Committee of the Warsaw Pact, Mikhail Gorbachev's speech to the French Parlia- 
ment last October, or the 27th CPSU Congress, they all reminded one that in 
Vienna there lies a topical and viable proposal of the socialist countries. 
One can positively assess the fact that under the influence of the Soviet- 
American summit meeting in Geneva, the NATO states--in their reply on 5 December 
1985--accepted the idea of a partial agreement proposed by the socialist 
countries, as well as the timetable of the first 2 years--the initial symbolic 
Soviet-American reduction ard the consequent nonincrease of the levels of 


troops and armaments by the direct participants in the talks. for the first 
time in many yeers a situation was created at the Vienna talks which makes 
it possible for both sides to fully concentrate their attention on the two 
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groups of issues which are to be the foundation of the future agreement. At 
the same time, however, it is necessary to note that the Western response is 
marked by a number of imbalanced /nevyvazene/ and unrealistic elements that 
create obstacles in the path of accelerated progress. 


In the NATO’s response of 5 December 1985, the resolution of the equipment 

issue is at variance with the mandate of the Vienna talks. According to the 
Western view, a symbolic contingent of USSR and U.S. troops without their 
equipment should be withdrawn, and the freeze as well should concern only 
troops, a matter that would leave the “door open” for the continuation of the 
feverish stockpiling of new and ever more destructive weapons in central, Europe. 


However, the most topical negative feature of the Western response is the 
endeavor to replace the agreement on the process of the reduction of the level 
of military confrontation with an “agreement on verification.” The NATO 
states, as if obsessed by the fetish of verification, would like to fill the 
fairly simple agreement on the realization of the first steps by a blownup 
“packet” of verification measures, with which they came to Vienna as early as 
1979. 


The objective of the verification measures of the partial agreement, which is 
being discussed in Vienna now, logically and in accordance with the agreed 
principle of the preservation of the security of both sides, namely, would 
have to be: a. the verification of whether the USSK and the United States 
withdrew the agreed symbolic contingents of their ground troops and equipment; 
b. the verification of whether the seven NATO states and the four Warsaw Pact 
states--direct participants in the talks--in the course of the agreed freeze 
period do not violate that pledge and do not increase the existing number of 
their troops and equipment in the central European region. 


The socialist countries are interested in a reliable and strict verification 
of the fulfillment of the agreed commitments. They are not interested in 
anything less, but not in anything more cither. They propose concrete, 
sensible, and substantiated verification measures that respect the principles 
of equality, equal security, and the nonviolation of the security of the 
participating parties. Also, in this issue, the key to progress is the poli- 
tical will, the search for mutually acceptable solutions, but not the striving 
for gaining unilateral advantages through extreme demands. Therefore, the 
socialist states in Vienna asked the West this fundamental question: Is it 
ready and willing to search for a mutually acceptable solution, or does it 
want to continue persisting on its “packet” of verification measures, which 
often goes beyond the framework of the sensible and the realistic? The future 
will show whether the NATO states--participants in the talks--will persist on 
their position, which has no chance of success--all or noching, or whether 
they will join the effort to find realistic solutions, 


Adhering to the policy of a good example, CPSU Central Committee Ceneral 
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev in his statement of 15 January 1966, in which he 
formulated the historical program of the liquidation of the nuclear threat, 
confirmed in regard to the Vienna talks the preparedness of the Soviet Union 
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and the Warsaw Pact member-states to agree on reasonable verification measures, 
and proposed expansion of the number of verification measures concerning the 
partial agreement by setting up permanent checkpoints to monitor the entry and 
exit of troops in the central European region. This proposal has elicited 
deserved interest and attention also in the West. 


In accordance with its principled policy aimed at eliminating the threat of 
nuclear war, at reducing the level of military confrontation, at developing 
international relations in the spirit of peaceful coexistence and detente, 
the socialist countries participants in the Vienna talks, on 20 February 1986 
came forward with a new constructive initiative. Proceeding from their pro- 
posal of partial agreement, they submitted an expanded draft agreement on the 
initial reduction of USSR and U.S. ground forces and their equipment, with a 
subsequent maintenance of level of the armed forces and equipment in central 
Furope. It is a proposal that develops, defines, and complements the project 
of tv.e socialist countries of 14 February 1985, takes into consideration the 
positive parts of the Western response of 5 December, and proposes a compromise 
solution on the issues on which agreement has not been arrived at yet. 


The constructive and compromise nature of this proposal of the socialist 
countries can be documented, for example, if one considers that they agree to 
a smaller number of the USSR and U.S. troops that would have to be drawn from 
central Europe within the framework of the first step, although they would 
prefer a greater number. If the United States were willing to withdraw 6,500 
troops, the Soviet Union would be willing to withdraw 11,500 of its troops 
from that region. It complies with the NATO demand to exchange lists of USSR 
and U.S. troops that are to be withdrawn even before the signing of the agree- 
ment. The proposal agrees to prolonging the nonincrease period from 2 to 3 
years, and of the entire agreement from 3 to 4 years. It proposes exchanging 
data on the two sides’ numerical troop strength in central Europe prior to 

the freeze, and then updating the data annually. It proposes the notification 
on transfers of ground forces, calling up reserves, and military exercises of 
20,000 or more ground troops. It expands the sum of verification measures by 
setting up three or four permanent checkpoints monitoring the entry and exit 

of troops in the eastern as well as western parts of central Europe. It 
anchors the parties’ right to verification on the spot in case of a substantial 
request. It agrees to setting up a permanent consultative commission for 
flexibly /opertivne/ discussing issues connected with the agreement's fulfillment. 


It is only logical that the socialist countries demand in this agreement that 
the presumed commitments regarding the initial reduction and consequent freeze 
apply not only to troops, but also to their equipment and combat technology, 
and in place of exaggerated and unrealistic verification measures they propose 
a balanced, reasonable, and adequate supervision of the commitments adopted by 
the two parties. 


Now it depends on the political will of the NATO member-states whether they 
will sufficiently appreciate the new constructive initiative of the socialist 
countries, and whether they will be willing to accept their request so that 
one will be able to start working on editing /redakcia/ a new ayreement. Th 
world public demands concrete results from the disarmament process. The year 








1986 could become a milestone of the Vienna disarmament forum. It is high 
time to strengthen the authority of the Vienna talks, and in accordance with 
the mandate to contribute to the signing of the first agreement in Vienna, to 
the deepening of trust and consolidating the stability and security on the 
European continent. 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


NATO’S MBFR APPROACH ‘INFLEXIBLE, NECATIVE’ 
AU212110 Bratislava ROLNICKE NOVINY in Slovak 20 Mar 86 p 7 


/Milan Smolik commentary: “The West Has Failed to Demonstrate Its Interest; 
the Socialist Countries’ Realistic Concept in Vienna"/ 


/Text/ When the talks between 7 Warsaw Pact member-states and 12 NATO member- 
states on reducing armed forces and armaments in central Europe--an area 
comprising a common border between the two military alliances and, hence, of 
the greatest risk of a confrontation--resumed in Vienna this year, many poli- 
tical observers, including those in the West, wrote that “after 12 vears of 
dialogue, the outlines of a possible agreement have finally become known.” 
These are words that were used by the British newspaper THE OBSERVER. And 

the French LE MONDE asserted: "The gap between positions with regard to the 
initial agreement has been narrowed....” 


These assessments were made after the socialist countries had given a construc- 
tive reply to the proposal of the NATO states of last December and further 
expanded, detailed, and complemented their own previous proposal of February 
1985. This has caused the positions held in Vienna by the countries of the 
Warsaw Pact and the countries of NATO to draw closer together; on 12 points, 
the new proposal took into consideration the Western position. 


In the original proposal, the Soviet Union had recommended a reduction by 
20,000 Soviet soldiers and 13,000 American soldiers within a year. In their 

new proposal, the socialist countries agreed to a smaller initial reduction, 

as proposed by the West. Within a year after the agreement's becoming effective, 
the USSR and the United States would thus withdraw from central Europe 11,5099 
and 6,500 members of their ground forces respectively, including equipment 

and combat technology associated with these units. The socialist countries 

also agreed with the Western proposal that the Soviet and American troops be 
reduced by formations, provided that the reduction will involve combat and 
supply units. They also assented to information about the specific units 

subject to reduction to be provided prior to the signing of the agreement. 
Following the completion of the Soviet and American troop reductions, the 
signatories would undertake not to increase their armed forces and armaments 

for 3 years. This means that the socialist countries agreed with the “freeze” 
commitment which is to become valid immediately after the completion of the 
Soviet-American reduction as well as with the 3-year duration of the freeze. 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


CTK REPORTS ON TALKS AT MBFR PLENARY MEETING 
AU171448 Bratislava PRAVDA in Slovak 14 Mar 86 p 7 


/CTK correspondent's Vienna dispatch: "No Trace of Genuine Interest on the 
Part of the West; the 38th Round of the Vienna Talks Is Drawing to its End"/ 


/Text/ Vienna (CTK correspondent)--Yesterday's penultimate plenary meeting 
of the 38th round of the Vienna talks on reducing armed forces and arms in 
central Europe furnished evidence of two diametrically opposed approaches to 
weighty issues, the solution of which should in the final analysis contribute 
to lowering the level of military confrontation on the European Continent. 


Whereas the British delegate, Michael Alesander, in his speech merely confirmed 
once again the inflexible and negative Western attitude and its complete lack 
of political will to contribute its share to the attainment of tangible results 
at the Vienna talks, the Soviet delegation head, Valerian Mikhaylov, spoke 
about the possibilities and prerequisites of fast progress. He rejected the 
tendentious assertion of the NATO states to the effect that the draft agreement 
submitted by the socialist countries on 20 February “is not an adequate reply" 
to the Western proposal of last December. 


In this connection he said that the question arises as to whether the NATO 
countries really want to agree on a mutually acceptable compromise, whether 
they are interested in it in the first place. So far there is nothing to 
testify to this. Their positions and pronouncements are changing, they renege 
on their previous positions, and reject that of which they only recently 
approved. All at once and without any indepth analysis, their representatives 
in Vienna assumed a negative attitude both to our draft agreement and to the 
recommendation of the Warsaw Pact member-countries to start joint work on the 
text of an agreement. 


Valerian Mikhaylov stressed that work on the text of the agreement, as recom- 
mended by the socialist countries, would make it possible to enshrine in the 
legal formulations of a treaty that on which the two sides have already agreed 
and to draw up individual articles. In short, it would make it possible to 
make headway. Outstanding issues could be left in brackets for the time being, 
as is customary in international practice. At the same time he called on the 
NATO states to proceed in a businesslike manner at the Vienna talks and thereby 
contribute to the fast attainment of a mutually acceptable agreement. 


/12228 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


CURRENT STATE OF MBFR TALKS ASSESSED 
AU241506 Bratislava PRAVDA in Slovak 21 Mar 86 pp 1, 7 


/Bedrich Zagar Vienna dispatch: “After the 38th Round of Negotiations a 2- 
month Break; the West Is Dodging the Issue, But Exacerbating its Rhetoric"/ 


/Text/ Instead of constructively searchiag for possibilities to draw the 
stands closer, so as to be finally able to start working out the text of the 
agreement, the West has exacerbated its rhetoric at yesterday's session--the 
last session of the 38th round of the Vienna negotiations on reducing the 
strength of armed forces and armaments in central Europe. Obviously, in this 
exacerbation it has found a way to evade the convincing arguments of the 
socialist countries and to produce the impcession that its own stances are 
well informed. 


However, the businesslike nature of negotiations cannot be replaced by sharp- 
sounding but empty, words, as Ambassador Robert Blackwill, head of the American 
delegation, strove to do when he spoke yesterday on behalf of the participating 
delegations of the NATO countries. In his speech he referred to statements 
made by Mikhail Corbachev, CPSU Central Committee general secretary, as though 
wanting to use them in support of his accusations addressed to the soctalist 
countries which, according to him, are making the negotiations difficult. He 
selected only those of Mikhail Gorbachev's words which suited hin. 


Yes, Mikhail Gorbachev did say that the Soviet Union is willing to accede to 
control measures, and even to on-the-spot inspection, provided these measures 
are sensible and will serve the issue. The socialist states inserted into 
their complementary proposals of 1 month ago specific ideas on setting up con- 
trol points during troops movements to, and from, the given area. w«owever, 
Ambassador Blackwill ignored this, because--as he said in his speech vesterday-- 
he did not intend to react to the proposals made by the soctalist countries 
since they contain “unacceptable notions.” According to Blackwill, the West 
no longer has anything to revise in its stances--it is going to wait only for 
the socialist states’ “corrections” /korektury/. What an original notion of 
negotiations between two partners with equal rights! 


Ambassador Ludek Handl, head of the Czechoslovak delegation, took the floor 


on behalf of the socialist countries; he issued the reminder that the proposals 
made by the socialist states on a partial agreement are a truly bllaterally 
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